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D.1 INTRODUCTION

This summary ofevaluatiors and finding has beemprepared to comply witthe requirements
incumbent upon the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servig¢dSFWS) and U.S. Bureau of Land
Managemen{BLM) as established byitle VIII, Section810, of the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). It evaluates the potential restrictiomssubsistence
activities that could result from implementation of the alternatives consideria iNatioal
Aeronautics and Space Administraifiog§N A S A &isal Environmental Impact Statement for
the Sounding Rockets Program at Poker Flat Research R®RGREIS).

As described inhe PFRR EIS the NASA Sounding Rockes Program (SRP) has conducted
missions fromPoker Flat Research RangeFRR ) in interior Alaska since the late 1960%he
environmental impact statemell$) evaluates four action alternativibstinclude continuation
of the SRPat PFRRwith varying amounts a$earch andecovery toretrievepayloads and spent
rocket stages. The EIS also evaluatea No Action Alternative in which SRP operations
including launchesand subsequergearch andecovery efforts, would continue as currently
conducted.

Chapters3 and 4 ofthe EIS provide a detailed description of thmseline conditionand the
potential adverse effectsn subsistence of the alternativesThe analysisin this appendix
leveragesthe detailed information presented time EIS to evaluate the potential impaais
subsistence pursuant to Sect&t0(a) of ANILCA.

D.2 THE EVALUATION PROCESS

Section810(a) of ANILCA states:

Aln determining whether to withdraw, reser
occupancy, or disposition ofgermudyéaocvdrandsé
such |l andséshall evaluate the effect of S

subsistenceises and needs, the availability of other lands for the purposes sought
to be achieved, and other alternatives which would reduce or eliminate the use,
occupancy, or disposition of public lands needed for subsistence purposes. No
such withdrawal, reservation, lease, permit, or other use, occupancy or disposition
of suchlands that would significantly restrict subsistence el be affected

until the had of such Federal agency:

1. gives notice to the appropriate State agency and the appropriate local
committees and regional councils established pursuant to S866on
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2. gives notice of, and holds, a hearing in the vicinity of the area involved; and

3. determines that af such a significant restriction of subsistence uses is
necessary, consistent with sound management principles for the utilization of
the public lands, k) the proposed activity would involve the minimal amount
of public lands necessarg aiccomplish the purposes of such use, occupancy,
or other disposition, andclreasonable steps would be taken to minimize
adverse impacts upon subsistence uses and resources resulting from such
actions. o

To determine if a significant restriction of sutience uses and needs may result from any one of
the alternatives discussedtire EIS, the following three factors in particular are considered:

e A reduction in subsistence uses due to factors such as direct impacts on the resource,
adverse impacts on hadi, or increased competition for the resouyrces

e A reduction in the subsistence uses due to changes in the availability of resources caused
by an alteration in their distribution, migration, or locafiand

e A reduction in subsistence uses due to limitsgion the access to harvestable resources
such as physical or legal barriers.

Subsistence evaluatisrand findings under ANILCA Sectiogil0 also mustonsidercumulative
impacts In the context of this evaluation, cumulative impacts are additive limitations on
subsistenceisesor resourcesaused bythe proposedalternativeswhen consideredvithin the
context ofpast, present, and future activiteffecting those same uses or igses Cumulative
impactsarediscussed in Chaptdy Sectior4.15,0f thePFRR EIS

When analyzing theffects of the five alternatives, those villagksat may harvest subsistence
resourcesvithin or adjacent tehe PFRRflight zonesare considere(seeSectionD.4, below)

D.3 PROPOSEDACTION ON FEDERAL LANDS

Chapter2 of the PFRR EIS(fiDescription and Comparison of Alternatigeslescribes in detail
the alternativesinderconsideration. Following is a brief summary of each. The primary focus
of activity would take place within the PFRR flight zoneghich includeFederal,state,and
tribal lands

Under all alternativesmpactand recovery of flight hardware would require the use of Federal
lands. As such,USFWSandBLM are required to respond to a requésr such authorizatign
thereby taking an action connected to those alternatives proposed by. NASAwot known if
USFWS and BLM will continue to issue authorizations lanch impactn their respective
lands in the future.As such, thePFRREIS considers both possibilities under the No Action
Alternative and each of the alternatives described below.
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D.3.1 No Action Alternative i Continue NASA SRP at PFRR in its Present Form
and at the Current Level of Effort

Underthe No ActionAlternative,the SRP activities at PFRR would continue in their present
form and at the current level of effort (approximately four launches per year). NASA would
continue to avoid the Mollie Beattie Wilderness Area within Arctic NWR. Under this
alternative, no sigficant efforts would be taken to recover spent stages unless desired for
programmatic reasons, and payloads would be recovered as planned by the sciSetsts.
Chapter2, Section2.3.12, of the PFRR ElSor a full description of this alternative. |

D.3.2 Alter native 17 Continue NASA SRP Activitiesand Flights at PFRRWithin
Existing Flight Zones,with Environmental Screening for Recovery of New
and Existing NASA Stages andPayloads(Environmentally Responsible
Search and Recovery Alternative)

Alternativel would continue NASA SRP launch and recovery operations at PFRR as in the
recent past with enhanced efforts to track and locate existing spent stages and payloads.
Launches would averagepér year with a maximum of @r year. Attempts would be made to
recover rewly expended stages and payloadhin the PFRRlight corridor. Spent stages and
payloads would be recovered in an environmentally responsible manner if it is determined that
they can be recovered safelySee Chapte?, Section2.31.3 of the PFRR EISfor a full |
description of this alternative.

D.3.3 Alternative 21 Continue NASA SRP Activitiesand Flights at PFRRWithin
Existing Flight Zones,with Removal of Spent Stages and Payloads
(Maximum Cleanup Search and Recovery Alternative)

Alternative?2 is the same as Alternatile except maximum practicable effort would be exerted
to recover newly expended and existing spent stages doywmrange landg it is determined
that they can be recovered safely, even if the efforts reswwbnmelongterm enwonmental
impacts. See Chapte?, Section2.31.5 of the PFRR EISfor a full description of this|
alternative.

D.3.4 Alternative 3 1 Continue NASA SRP Activitiesand Flights at PFRRwith
Restricted Trajectories to Reduce Impactson Designated Environmentally
Sensitive Areag Environmentally Responsible Search and Recovery
Alternative with Restricted Trajectories)

Alternative3 is the same as Alternatite except trajectories of future NASAunchesvould be
restrictedto reducethe possibility of stages or payloadanding within areas identified as
environmentally sensitive, such as designafédbdernessor Wild and Scenic Rivers. See
Chapter2, Section2.31.6, of the PFRR ElSor a full description of this alternative.
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D.3.5 Alternative 41 Continue NASA SRP Activitiesand Flights at PFRR with
Restricted Trajectories to Reduce Impactson Designated Environmentally
Sensitive AreagMaximum Cleanup Search and Recovery Alternative with
Restricted Trajectories)

Alternative4 would be the same as Alternati2eexcept trajectories of future PFRR missions
would berestrictedto reducethe possibility of payloads or stagesding withinareas identified
as environmentally sensitive, such as designs@derness oWild and Sceic Rivers. See
Chapter2, Section2.31.7, of the PFRR ElSor a full description of this alternative.

D.3.6 Landowner Non-Issuance of Authorizations

In the instance that future authorizations for launch impacts are not issued by either of the
Feder al |l and management agencies, there would
PFRR, depending on the landowner. Should BLM not issue its authonizMiASA could

continue to launch a majority of its rockets; however, its largest rocket could no longer be used.
Should USFWS not issue its authorization, NASA would discontinue its operations at PFRR.

Only under the noiissuance of the BLM authorizatiomould recovery of newly launched items
take place. However, under either fissuance scenario, recovery of items from previous
launches would still occur. In the case of USFWS-isgnance, recovery of such items would
discontinue 10 years following ttdenial of the authorization. For both n@suance scenarios,

the level of effort associated with recovery operations, both for future and historic items, would
correspond directly to that described under each of the five alternatives summarized above.

D.4 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The region of influence(ROI) for subsistence use resources includes communities under or
within 37kilometers (2autical miles) of the PFFRaunch siteand flight corridor. These
communities include Arctic Village, Beaver, Birch Creek, Cenfiatle Hot Springs,
Chalkyitsik, Circle, Coldfoot, Fort Yukon, Kaktovik, Livengood, Stevens Village, Venetie, and
Wiseman. The ROI includes these areas because there are commdmgigtsy undetthe PFRR

flight zonesor onesthat may travel into thareas beneath tlikght zones to harvest subsistence
resources in response to wildliég vegetationavailability (seeFigures Di 1 throughDi 9 for
composite subsistence use maps for #mgdr communities) A distance of 3Kilometers

(23 miles) was used as a best estimate for the maximum distance traveled without the use of
aircraft to harvest subsistence resources. Detailed characteristics of these communities and the
Game Managementniits (GMUS) in which these communities are located and characteristics of
the Federal andstate subsistence uses, are provide@hapter3, Section3.10, Table3i 17, of

theEIS.

The PFRR launch site iwithin the Fairbanks North Star Borougthich is corsidered a
nonrural area under Federal subsistence regulations and-sulpsistence area under State
regulations. Thereforeit is assumed thasubsistence activities are not conducted in the
immediate vicinity of the PFRR launch site.
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Figure Di 1. Primary Subsistence Use Area Surroundingirctic Village
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Figure Di 2. Primary Subsistence Use Area Surrounding Beaver
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Figure Di 4. Primary Subsistence Use Area Surroundinghalkyitsik
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